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TEACHER peer assistance and review (PAR) involves teachers in the summative evaluation of other teachers. While a variety of education policies increase teachers' leadership responsibility by placing them in such roles as mentors, curriculum developers, peer coaches, and researchers, only PAR increases teachers' formal authority by altering district organizational structures for teacher evaluation. As such, PAR challenges education's norms in particularly novel and potent ways.' This article examines PAR as a salient case of distributed leadership, a growing theoretical perspective with few empirical studies.
I conducted this study of PAR during the first statewide implementation of the policy. In 1999, California Assembly Bill iX marked the first time PAR had been instituted statewide, at a time when no major district had implemented the policy in over a decade. The legislation gave the state's roughly one thousand school districts a de facto mandate to have PAR programs in place to serve veteran teachers receiving unsatisfactory evaluations from their principals. Mentor funds
PAR in California and the Case District
Recall that the Toledo model of PAR involved both beginning teachers and veterans. Indeed, in most districts implementing PAR prior to California's legislation, the program began with beginning teachers as the less controversial part of the policy, and later expanded to veterans once the idea of teachers conducting teacher evaluations was established in a district. California's AB 1X, however, was borne from the desire to address the public's concern about ineffective veteran teachers; AB 1X's focus on veteran teachers reveals its intention as accountability policy rather than induction policy. However, while not requiring it, the law allowed for the inclusion of beginning teachers in the program. As a result of this policy flexibility, and varying opinions about the wisdom of PAR among educators, school districts across the state created PAR programs that looked quite different from one another. Given the extremely small number of veteran teachers typically receiving unsatisfactory evaluations from principals, the relatively large amount of money attached to the policy through the mentor funds, and the enormous need to provide support to large numbers of new and often unprepared teachers, some districts took the opportunity to design PAR programs with CTs providing support to and conducting evaluations of both new and veteran teachers. The district presented in this study is one such district.
Conceptual Framework

Distributing Leadership for Teacher Evaluation
Formal teacher evaluation is a leadership function typically under the purview of principals. While administrator jurisdiction over teacher evaluation may now be taken for granted, the current hierarchical structure of the U.S. public education system was merely imported from the factory model of the industrial era a century ago (e.g., Tyack, 1974; Lortie, 1975) . Education became routinized and standardized, with layers of management for supervision. The process that divided educational administration from teaching at that time was a strategy used by "upwardly mobile groups seeking to set themselves above their current peers" (Abbott, 1988 , p. 106), a move that generated a largely male administration and female teaching force. Little (1988) claims that teachers, under this system, have traditionally viewed professional obligations to one another as intrusive at worst and loosely invitational at best, what Feiman-Nemser and Floden (1986) term a norm of noninterference. With this view, the responsibility for maintaining teacher quality and hence responsibility for evaluation resides hierarchically above teachers in the chain of command, in administration.
A countervailing vision for education, however, is one that would flatten the hierarchy and vest teachers with authority and responsibility for the quality of practice. One policy approach to improving educational quality over the past two decades has been to alter education's longstanding hierarchical authority structure, distributing lead-ership responsibility beyond administrators to include teachers.5 Research has suggested that increasing the leadership responsibility of teachers has positive outcomes for teacher quality and professionalism (e.g., Hart, 1987; . However, the normative environment of public education has not been particularly conducive to this change, and such policies often fall short of realizing their full implementation or desired outcomes (Little, 1990) .
Charging teachers with formal responsibility for the evaluation of other teachers in particular creates the potential for a struggle between teachers and administrators over occupational boundaries. Occupations hold jurisdiction (Abbott, 1988 ) over certain work tasks; over time this link becomes cognitively ingrained and taken-forgranted. However, occupations exist within an ecology of interdependence in which jurisdictional boundaries shift, jurisdictions are seized by one occupation from another, while the latter struggle to defend their territory (Abbott, 1988) . PAR signals a potential jurisdictional shift between teachers and principals over the leadership function of teacher evaluation.6 Such a shift creates a novel configuration of stretching responsibility for teacher evaluation across teacher leaders and principals (Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2001 ).
The notion of distributing leadership across multiple actors in a school rather than solely with the site administrator has gained currency since the mid-1990s. Smylie, Conley, and Marks (2002) identify three models of distributing leadership in the recent literature: (a) leadership as the performance of tasks rather than the holding of roles (Heller & Firestone, 1995) ; (b) leadership as an organization-wide resource of power and influence, the interaction between individuals rather than the actions of individuals (Ogawa & Bossert, 1995; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000) ; and (c) leadership as a social distribution that is "stretched over" two or more leaders in their interactions with followers in particular situations (Spillane et al., 2001 ). Since PAR does create a formal leadership role for teachers, it is perhaps a less esoteric model than that envisioned by some of the theoretical work on distributed leadership. Nonetheless, this study of PAR builds upon the literature on distributed leadership in several ways. First, the focus is the task of teacher evaluation, and the potential for separating the task from the administrative role of the principal. Second, the policy draws on talent across the district organization, teachers in addition to administrators. The study seeks to uncover the resultant interaction of the stakeholder groups, and the influence the stakeholders have separately or collaboratively in deciding evaluative outcomes. Third, and in particular, the actors in the study were constantly engaged in negotiating the ways (research question #1) and degree (research question #2) that responsibility for teacher evaluation was stretched over the CTs, principals, and PAR panel. Few empirical studies exist of the third model of distributed leadership in particular (Smylie et al., 2002 Kelly, 1998) . Most educators at the K-12 level, both teachers and administrators alike, have little prior experience with teachers in the types of leadership roles created by PAR, and the shift is complex and challenging (Little, 1988) .
Creating new institutionally legitimate roles is not only about creating new positions and structures-such as those established, however vaguely, by California's PAR legislation-but also fundamentally about creating new definitions and cognitive frames (e.g., Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Scott, 1995) . If action leads to cognition (Weick, 1995) , how are the cognitive frames around appropriate roles for teachers (and principals) shaped by the introduction of a PAR program? The taken for granted "way things are done" (Scott, 1995) in education has almost exclusively meant a conception of teachers and teaching in a classroom with a group of children (Little, 1988 ). Education has not established a cognitive frame through which to make sense (Weick, 1995) of teachers in other roles, despite the growing proliferation of teacher leadership policies. Feiman-Nemser (1998), for example, has identified how cognitive frames prevent most teachers in mentorship roles from viewing themselves as teacher educators. An adult providing assistance to a teacher, an adult manag-176 ing a school, an adult developing policy-no cognitive link exists to connect these images of "experts" to the identity "teacher." This research focuses on the unlinked image of teachers as evaluators, exploring how teachers and those with whom they work come to make sense of this new role.
The literature on sensemaking highlights this phenomenon by which actors give structure to the unknown. Sensemaking is most evident at times when expectations break down, when patterns of behavior are interrupted, and hence new cognitive frames needed (Weick, 1995 (2002) note that the changed behavior required by new policy implementation involves complex cognitive processes in which implementing agents notice, frame, interpret, and construct meaning for policy messages. Sensemaking provides an appropriate frame for the study of the new teacher leadership roles brought by PAR because, surrounded by ambiguity, the consulting teachers and those with whom they work are not merely performing new roles but are also in the act of framing, interpreting, and constructing new roles, authoring as well as reading the new policy (Weick, 1995) .
Tensions and Ambiguities
of Teacher Leadership While a multitude of teacher leadership programs and policies in recent years appear designed to challenge education's hierarchical norms, little change has occurred in the teaching profession (Grant & Murray, 1999; Tyack & Cuban, 1995) as teacher leadership policies have often been undermined. Little (1990) aptly notes that lead teachers "engage in a precarious form of improvisation ... for an audience whose sympathy is far from certain" (Little, 1990, p. 341) . In a review of the literature on teacher mentorship, she found a predictable pattern of conservative institutional responses to new teacher leadership policies, where "the institution makes moves to render the role harmless-and thus useless" (Little, 1990 , p. 15, citing Bird, 1986 ). Little notes that even when program goals are accepted, there is an inability to overcome long-established norms and patterns of behavior. While the programs reviewed by Little do not specifically involve teacher evaluation, the fact that the tendency has been to blunt the impact of even less controversial policies suggests that tension and jurisdictional struggle surround the implementation of PAR. Kerchner and Caufman (1995) argue that because PAR involves teachers making substantive judgments about teacher quality, it "places teachers in a social and intellectual position they have never before occupied" (Kerchner & Caufman, 1995, p. 115) .
Role theory informs the tension and ambiguity that occurs with teacher leadership, and defines "role" as "particular behaviors and expectations tied to particular position labels" (Ickes & Knowles, 1982) . Creating a new position label or status such as "consulting teacher" is distinct from defining the behavioral enactments that will accompany the role. Some roles involve a known and commonly shared social structure, so that the accompanying behavioral enactments are fairly defined (Stryker & Statham, 1985) . Consulting teachers, as this article will elucidate, were faced with a new position for which the accompanying behaviors were largely undefined. Similarly, principals, faced with the new CT role, needed to generate new understandings about their own role vis-h-vis teacher evaluation. The ambiguity surrounding the authoring of these two roles naturally generated tension in the context of a normative environment not accustomed to teachers evaluating other teachers (Smylie & Denny, 1990) . That tension informed the sensemaking process and redistribution of leadership or lack thereof.
Design and Methods Rosemont Unified School District
The study employed an embedded single-case design (Yin, 1989 ) of one urban K-12 school district in California, the Rosemont Unified School District.8 Rosemont has approximately 100 schools and 3,000 teachers, and is ethnically and economically diverse. Its history includes unpleasant relations between teachers and the district, due in part to district personnel policies that relied for many years on teachers to whom the district had not granted permanent contracts. The teachers could be fired at will in the spring and rehired in the fall, leaving them without benefits or job security over the summer. While this saved the district money, and gave principals the flexibility to fire many of their teachers very easily, these teachers eventually earned contracts and became a teaching force with memories of mistreatment not easily forgotten. Animosity toward the district, and towards site administrators whom they had learned not to trust, ran high. As would be expected in any large district, there were a great variety of attitudes and relationships, and many teachers experienced positive relationships with site administrators. Nonetheless, it would be a fair generalization to say that many Rosemont teachers held unfavorable opinions of administrators. Consulting teachers as a group tended to view principals as well intentioned but over-burdened, and not to be relied upon for instructional leadership. Noted the lead CT: "If all principals were [instructional leaders] like we would like them to be, arguably you might not need PAR. But that' s not going to happen." Finally, many administrators were suspicious of the teacher union, by law the district's partner in the PAR program, viewing it as an obstacle to educational improvement. Rosemont's teacher union president, like the teacher union presidents in prior PAR districts, was an advocate of the policy. In his eyes, PAR would serve two purposes: increase accountability for poorly performing teachers, and reduce principals' ability to fire new teachers at will.
Rosemont selected ten consulting teachers for the first year of implementation, who supported 88 beginning teachers and three veteran teachers across 28 schools. Due to both design intentions9 and fiscal limitations, year one saw only a partial implementation of the policy in 28 schools. CTs had caseloads of nine to ten PTs, with the lead CT carrying half a caseload.10 This was a reduction from the 12 to 15 PTs specified in the contract, in recognition of the large role CTs would play in program development in year one. Due to the very small number of veteran teachers in the program, this article primarily focuses on CTs' work with new teachers.
Design
The embedded structure of the study allowed me to examine the process of sensemaking occurring for both teachers and administrators, while the single-case design allowed for a fine-grained examination of one situated process of role shift and related sensemaking. I selected Rosemont after an extended pilot study in the district, as well as a pilot across a handful of other districts. The site was selected based on the degree of "interruption" (Weick, 1995) occurring, and hence the opportunity to witness new rules being written. In addition, the site was chosen because it had a prior experiment with PAR, perhaps increasing the potential for meaningful implementation in the first year of the program. In other words, while all districts needed to have a PAR program in place to continue receiving state mentor funding, many districts intended to limit the program to the minimum required by the new law-namely, something available to those teachers receiving unsatisfactory evaluations from principals, typically a very small number. Because of my interest in the possibility for jurisdictional shift, I sought out a site that was planning a more comprehensive program than that required by the law. Because of Rosemont' s prior experience with PAR, key figures in the district saw the state legislation and attached funding as an opportunity to do what they previously could not afford. In addition, examining the initial development and implementation of the program matched this study's goal of witnessing the process of sensemaking. Finally, I was fortunate to be granted wide access in Rosemont.
The study was designed over a year and a half1 using a role complement sample (Little, 2000) , which allowed for a focus on the consulting teachers (CTs), while also looking across levels of the system based on which other actors were primarily connected to the CTs. The sample included the district's nine PAR panel members (teachers and administrators) and ten PAR CTs. In addition, three of the ten CTs were chosen for more indepth data collection. This choice was influenced by their demography (years of experience, gender, and ethnicity) and degree of engagement in making sense of the reform. Mentees and principals were then included in the study based on their connection to the case study CTs. However, I also sought out interviews with principals and mentees not linked to the case study CTs who might represent divergent or unrepresented viewpoints (Miles & Huberman, 1994) . 12 The study's sample focused on the educators involved with PAR, as they were the ones engaged in making sense of the policy. In year one of PAR in Rosemont, because implementation was only partial, knowledge of the program was minimal beyond those directly involved. The purpose of the study was not to gauge the spread of knowledge about the policy, but rather to ex-amine the ways those responsible for initially enacting the policy did so.
A note on the principals involved in the research is warranted. One major way the district chose where to place limited PAR resources in the first year of implementation was principals' interest in the program; PAR was placed in schools where the principal had signed up for it. The field of potential principal informants was narrowed further by the self-selection of those who were willing to participate in the research. Program Ambiguity A certain degree of program ambiguity is to be expected with the implementation of most new policies (March, 1988) . While this ambiguity is not novel, it is highly relevant to understanding how individuals make sense of-and subsequently make decisions about-their roles and relationships within new programs, and is therefore worth exploring here.
Methods
While there was widespread confusion about an array of PAR program details, the most significant for our purposes involved the summative evaluations of teachers in PAR-who would be conducting them and how? Only a few key players, notably the union president and district cochair, designed the foundation of Rosemont' s PAR program. They selected the other panel members, who had varying degrees of prior knowledge about PAR. The panel members as a group then hired the CTs. This contributed to a tiered array of understandings about what the program would look like.
In addition, the contract language was left sufficiently vague to leave the control of evaluation unclear. A distinction was made between "review" and "evaluation," such that the PAR program was responsible for the review of classroom performance for teachers in the program, while the principal was responsible for the evaluation of performance outside the classroom for the same group of teachers. However, even within the definition of "review," the contract required the PAR Panel to "examine documented interactions between the teacher, Consulting Teacher, and principal," and discuss the recommendations with the Consulting Teacher and principal" (emphasis added). Hence, the principal was also a participant in the review process.14 Finally, while the contract may have provided ajumping-off point for the initial implementation, it was only one of many messages from the environment about the policy's meaning (Coburn, 2001 ). In addition to the contract language, panel members interpreted the program for CTs, CTs interpreted the program for principals and PTs, and CTs interpreted the program for one another every week in their all day meeting. Principals received policy signals from the district panel cochair, an Associate Superintendent who sat on the panel, and the superintendent. Significant among the early messages was the repeated directive to CTs from the panel to "be diplomats" and "sell" the program to principals. The district co-chair of the program also suggested, as the program began in August, that its continued survival was in jeopardy because the support of the Superintendent was unclear.
A change in Superintendent had occurred, such that the Superintendent who had approved the PAR contract was no longer superintendent when the program began. The new Superintendent, CTs and principals were told, wanted principals to be "instructional leaders." As he commented in his interview, "It's a program I want to keep, although there are some things about it I would want us to revisit and to talk about, and that would be how to include principals in this process in a way that they're really involved in an ongoing way in the teaching and learning and supervision process ... Many principals who signed up for PAR in fact either did not understand its evaluative aspect, confusing it with other support programs, or did not understand where the locus of control for evaluation would be, confusing it with the standardsbased teacher evaluation system (STES) for principals that was being piloted by the district at the same time. As one CT summarized:
Great program if it included this very important
[Principals] had no idea whatsoever [how the program was meant to operate]. They had no clue. Any clue that I gave them was along the way. They were always surprised and thrilled and like, wow, you're doing three formal observations, you have so much work to do! But they had absolutely no idea what it was about. They were confused about the difference between PAR and STES. They didn't understand the component of evaluation that I was responsible for. One would turn in an evaluation on the PT [in addition to the one] I did. I think a lot of them got the mentoring part, but they were surprised to see me so much, like oh, you're here again!?
As a result of the ambiguity surrounding responsibility for teacher evaluation with PAR, there were two potentially (though not inherently) conflicting messages about PAR evaluation: one that handed responsibility for the evaluation of classroom teaching to the CTs, and another that told CTs to work closely with principals who were supposed to be the instructional leaders of school buildings.
Differing PAR Orientation
Within this context of varied messages about PAR in the environment was the reality that not everyone involved supported the idea of a teacher evaluating other teachers. Table 1 displays responses to two survey questions addressing respondents' orientation to the PAR program. Respondents are in three groups: administrators (principals and administrators on the panel), teacher leaders (CTs and teachers on the panel), and PTs. Item 1 asked respondents to indicate who should be responsible for assessing whether teaching standards are being met, while Item 2 asked who should be responsible for removing teachers not meeting those standards from the classroom. There was agreement across all respondents that it is site administrators' role to assess standards, although there were significant differences between all three groups of respondents, with site administrators agreeing with the statement most strongly. Yet there was similar agreement across respondents that assessing standards is also the role of teachers, with no significant between-group differences. However, the groups reported uncertainty in Item 2 about whether teachers should be responsible for removing other teachers from the classroom when standards are not met, with no significant betweengroup differences. Instead, respondents agreed with the statement that it is site administrators' role to enforce the standards that in Item 1 it had been alright for teachers to participate in assessing. Administrators, in fact, reported more agreement for site administrator responsibility than teachers on both items, suggesting that despite some administrator acceptance of teacher involvement in these leadership functions, administrators nonetheless still believed these functions to be more appropriately the domain of principals. Recall from the study design that PAR in Rosemont was only in schools where the principal had signed on; as a sample, the principals responding to this survey are likely those most positively inclined towards the program. Administrators' attachment to administrator responsibility for enforcing standards therefore seems particularly salient, as it could likely be stronger for the universe of possible respondents. The survey also asked respondents to identify their ideal balance of teacher/principal involvement in and responsibility for teacher evaluation from a choice of four statements (see Table 2 below). Respondents were then asked to talk about the choices they made on their surveys in follow-up interviews. Table 2 shows the responses to these four survey items. The results show the variation in beliefs among the core group of policy implementers. For Item 3, "expert teachers should only be involved in the formative assessment of other teachers, not their summative personnel evaluations," teacher leaders reported significantly less agreement than both PTs and administrators, suggesting that as a group they were less willing to limit teachers' roles in teacher evaluation to formative assessment. This is unsurprising-yet confirmatory-given the self-selection of this group into participation in PAR. In Item 5, "expert teachers should have primary responsibility for the summative personnel evaluations of teachers in PAR, with limited principal involvement," administrators reported significantly less agreement than teacher leaders and PTs. However, there was universal disagreement We sit together and go over the evidence? There could be some strings to that. Limited? Limited is the way it is currently, although you could make the argument that it could be collaborative the way it is currently." Rather than view this ambiguity as a problem of implementation, we can understand it as a quite pragmatic approach to gaining the support necessary for the policy to exist, given the disparate orientations toward teacher responsibility for teacher evaluation. The dilemma is that while a policy may then exist, the ambiguous context allows for infinite interpretation and enactment possibilities.
Who is Responsible for Teacher Evaluation ?
In response to the ambiguous context of PAR, Rosemont's stakeholders interpreted responsibility for teacher evaluation in disparate ways. Table 3 
How Did Rosemont's Educators Make Sense of PAR?
Recall that sensemaking is comprised of three constructs: prior knowledge, policy signals, and social situation, and beliefs about all three of these (Spillane et al., 2002) . While those needing to make sense of PAR mostly began with the same prior knowledge about teacher evaluation models, namely that evaluation is the purview of princi- Other responses included such language as a CT using the principal as "another pair of eyes," or the CT being "in the classroom much more than the principal."
After an initial period of building trust, most principals were content to let CTs work independently without too much communication between the two. Several CTs noted how principals wanted to talk to them more at the beginning of the year, but once they had essentially proven themselves, principals were happy to let them go about their business. Noted one CT, "Once they had confidence in me it was like 'Hi,' small talk, 'Bye. note that artifacts such as this evaluation paperwork are "externalized representations of ideas and intentions used by practitioners in their practice." The lack of evaluation paperwork given to principals displayed the idea and intention that they were not conducting evaluations on PAR PTs. Indeed, here a principal made sense of PAR and her role in it by noting simply that she did not have evaluation paperwork for those PTs that were in PAR. Another principal, making the shape of a box with his fingers, highlighted with chagrin the "tombstone-like" space given to him for comments on the official PAR evaluation paperwork. Again, the artifact suggested to this principal his minimal role in PTs' evaluations.
One could argue that these characterizations of the enactment of PAR demonstrate a limiting of CT agency when compared to the traditional Toledo model of PAR that gives sole responsibility for evaluation to the CT. Nonetheless, these characterizations all give primary agency to the CT in the evaluation process, not the principal. The hearings therefore provided rich data on the distribution of leadership because the CT and principal literally sat side by side at a table, presenting to the panel. The dynamics of these presentations were, not surprisingly, quite different from one CT-principal pair to the next. Typically, the CT did most of the presenting, with the panel then asking the principal what he or she had to add. But many principals offered information throughout the presentations, and in a few cases the pair truly seemed to work as colleagues, finishing one another's sentences. In most cases, the CT and principal were in agreement that a PT was either meeting standards or in need of dismissal. It was those cases where the CT and principal were not in agreement or the outcome was unclear, however, that provide fodder for analysis and demonstrate what was ultimately the authority of CTs' voices. Two such examples highlight the emergent CT jurisdiction for teacher evaluation. "
Panel Hearings and Employment
In one, a PT named Timothy was not renewed for employment, though by all accounts he was doing a passing job by what had been Rosemont' s traditional teacher quality standards. While everyone involved agreed he was smart and creative, his philosophy of education and his interests outside of teaching led them to the impression of a "winging it" approach, and his reluctance to change made them skeptical of his likelihood for improvement. Because no flagrant crimes or otherwise egregious errors were being made, the consulting teacher (Caroline), principal, and panel members all described him as someone who would have "slipped through" without PAR and "slid by" for the duration of his teaching career. For that reason, the union president described Timothy's nonrenewal as "historic." The principal-who believed the right decision had been made-indicated that she likely would not have acted on her belief that Timothy was below standard had she been solely responsible for the evaluation, without PAR. Rather, she had been persuaded by Caroline, who clearly felt the weight of the decision most heavily. Caroline agonized over making the decision, but felt confident that she had provided Timothy with extensive support and opportunities to improve.16 What the data from this example showdirectly and indirectly through the use of language-is the degree to which those involved viewed Caroline as responsible for the ultimate decision, and therefore the gatekeeper for teacher quality. Although the panel and principal clearly supported Caroline in the decision, and the panel retained in name decision-making power with respect to the recommendation to the Superintendent, the language used by the various parties belied the degree of agency Caroline actually had in determining the outcome of the story. She told the panel, "I finally made the decision to nonrenew," while the principal reported to the panel that Caroline "has already made the decision." Caroline described the panel hearing as a "rubber stamp" on her decision, expressing the desire that the panel be "a little tougher on us."
In the case of a second challenging PT, the principal hired an uncredentialed teacher named Kim one week prior to the start of school, but quickly concluded that Kim was not meeting standards. While Eva, the CT, was initially skeptical of Kim's chances for success, she was persuaded by the progress Kim was able to make, and defended PAR put these two CTs in the new role of teacher as evaluator of other teachers. For Caroline, this meant making the decision to fire a teacher, and for Eva, it meant in essence defending a teacher from her principal. Caroline led the principal to the nonrenewal decision they made "together," while Eva spoke out against the principal's opinion. While both principals still had a voice in the evaluations, the voices of the consulting teachers appeared to be preferenced in both examples. In the first, the consulting teacher voice was preferenced by the principal herself, as the principal was persuaded by Caroline's assessment. In the second, the consulting teacher voice was preferenced by the panel, which gave Eva's assessment more weight than the principal's. The preferencing of these CTs' voices over those of the principals suggests a shift in jurisdictional control, and hence leadership responsibility, for teacher evaluation.
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The consulting teachers were vested with this authority for PTs' renewal recommendations in large part because of the perceived quality of the evaluations they had conducted. For Caroline, this authority rested on the amount of support she had given, so that Timothy's lack of growth had meaning (Goldstein, 2003b) . It was argued earlier that principals are not able to give thorough support since their jobs have so many other requirements (Copland, 2001; Grubb et al., 2003) . For Eva, her authority rested on the skill with standards-based evaluation that the panel perceived her to have, which allowed her to concretely demonstrate growth on a performance rubric (Goldstein, 2003b) . Principals in Rosemont had not for the most part been trained in standardsbased evaluation and instead were still evaluating teachers with the "forty-five minute observation and a checklist" model.
As the various actors made sense of PAR, they were in the act of creating new roles for themselves and rules for teacher evaluation, defining appropriate behavioral enactments to attach to their new position labels. In doing so, they challenged assumptions about teacher evaluation and authority relations in education. With Caroline, the data show a consulting teacher collaborating as a peer with an administrator, and ultimately making the decision that has historically been the administrator's to make. Notably, the decision was to fire a mediocre teacher; in this example, CT jurisdiction challenged assumptions about acceptable teacher performance. Indeed, 11 of the 88 new teacher PTs were fired, and all three veterans left the classroom (Goldstein, 2003a) . With Eva, the data show a principal unable to solely decide the fate of an emergency credentialed teacher, as she is forced to contend with a second and perhaps more powerful voice than her own. In this example, CT jurisdiction subtly challenged the assumed authority of principals to determine a new teacher' s employment outcome.
Negotiating New Roles for Teachers and Principals
Thus far the article has explored how stakeholders made sense of an ambiguous policy context, and presented examples of how the policy was enacted. This final data section looks at how PAR, as enacted, challenged stakeholders' existing authority relations and teacher evaluation practices-the social situation into which PAR was placed. How did stakeholders respond to the jurisdictional shift just described? Stated differently, how did they make sense of the enactment of PAR? As such, this section cuts across the first two research questions 1 and 2.
The difficulty of naming teacher leadership
While the data show CTs holding significant authority for teacher evaluation, CTs largely avoided attributing jurisdiction for teacher evaluation to themselves. For example, one CT noted in October, "I would hope that I'm the eyes of everybody that's making the decision... I don't want to say it's me [evaluating], I don't want to say it's the principal, I don't want to say it's the Panel. I think it's a collaborative decision." By February, however, her language attached a sense of authority for evaluation to the role she played as eyes for the group, suggesting a growing comfort with the The response signaled her discomfort with responsibility for Timothy's employment decision.
While the enactment of PAR largely demonstrated more responsibility for evaluation by CTs than principals, naming this as limiting principal power proved too radical a response, both on the survey and in interviews. Literature suggests that, due to the norms against it, educators do not often recognize leadership by teachers even where it exists (Bascia, 1998; Johnson, 1984; Wasley, 1991) . The favored term "collaboration" seemed to be used as a euphemism for the reality of limited principal involvement, a more acceptable way for teachers to participate in evaluation. By and large respondents felt that relationships between CTs and principals had been collaborative-although both CTs and principals wanted it to be more soand were slow to acknowledge that CTs had made evaluative decisions. Different CTs defined their role vis-t-vis evaluation differently, but most seemed happy to name the "final decision" as someone else's responsibility.
Education's norm of "being nice"
Given all that is known about principal reticence to give negative evaluations, it should not be surprising that the CTs-especially in their first year in the role-would be slow to embrace the title of evaluator. Most CTs defined their role in interviews as one of supporter of new teachers, and tended to mention evaluation almost as an aside or afterthought. During the hiring process, the panel asked prospective consulting teachers whether they were prepared to make a decision that a participating teacher be dismissed; all those hired said yes, although some laughed later in the year over the ease with which they had given that response. Responsibility for evaluation clearly comes with a price. Caroline described losing sleep over the decision to not renew Timothy, and having bad dreams about it once the decision was made: "I felt like I was committing violence in a way, even though I tried to keep in mind that I'm doing this for the sake of kids and I felt in my own mind that I had weighed it very carefully." While providing support is often perceived as nurturing, evaluation-typically defined as separate from support-is often conceived to mean rejecting the female norm of "being nice" held by many teachers (Murray, 1998; Moir, 1999 ). One CT poignantly described her own process in recommending renewal for a teacher she actually deemed not meeting standards. Given that administrators were initially less favorable than CTs to the idea of teacher authority for teacher evaluation (see Tables 1 and 2) , it is perhaps surprising that principals were more willing than CTs to name CTs as responsible for evaluation (Table 3 ). In general, Rosemont's stakeholders believed that the quality of the evaluations with PAR were quite strong. Specifically, all stakeholder groups reported improvements for teacher evaluation and accountability (Goldstein, 2003a) . It may well be that action leads to cognition (Weick, 1995) , and principals were impressed by the CTs and warmed to the PAR model.
The call for instructional leadership
While principals seemed willing to grant jurisdictional control of evaluation to CTs, they still experienced tension around the reduction of their own role. While quick to offer that they do not have the time to conduct evaluations well, some principals remained uncomfortable with evaluations being conducted by someone else. Principals were conflicted because they wanted to be, and the superintendent expected them to be, instructional leaders. Yet they recognized that CTs were doing a better job than they could. One noted: In a recent study of three schools instituting distributed leadership in various ways, Sebring, Hallman, and Smylie (2003) found that two of the three schools "emasculated" their programs after two to three years of good progress. None of these schools were engaged in distributing leadership for teacher evaluation, which this article has argued pushes on education's hierarchical norms in a particularly powerful way. This may explain the shorter duration of PAR in Rosemont as originally implemented, compared to these programs.
How was Leadership Responsibility for Teacher Evaluation Redistributed?
This study of PAR demonstrates that teachers can evaluate teachers. In some circumstances and organizational structures, teacher evaluators are accepted and even highly valued by both administrators and other teachers. The data highlight a variety of expanded roles for the CTs: gatekeepers, who chose to recommend nonrenewal of some PTs; buffers, who recommended retaining some PTs despite principals who wanted them dismissed; and colleagues of principals, who collaborated on decision-making. Conducting evaluations was difficult for CTs, and seeing themselves as evaluators also proved difficult. The transition to being one's brother's keeper is not easy (Wasley, 1991 As demonstrated above, principals are overwhelmed by their jobs and welcomed PAR as a relief from a piece of their responsibilities. Yet the norms against teachers holding authority for personnel evaluations challenged movement in this direction. The transition from authoritarian to participative leadership is a difficult one for principals (Kerchner and Koppich, 1993) , who are expected to be instructional leaders but are nonetheless asked to move over for teacher leadership (Little, 1988) ; the data showed several principals, despite their support for PAR, conflicted about their disengagement from the process. Central office administrators often oppose the type of organizational changes brought about by teacher leadership and peer review (Kerchner & Koppich, 1993) ; the Rosemont data showed the superintendent and an assistant superintendent on the panel as not fully supportive of PAR's key concept of teacher responsibility for teacher evaluation, instead viewing principals as ultimately responsible. Despite the pragmatic attraction of lightening principals' responsibilities, the norms against doing so contributed to the shift toward task sharing.
The difficulty of evaluation
The data showed that principals and panel members developed confidence in CTs and their recommendations, suggesting the possibility of a successful task division model. Nonetheless, if firing teachers were easy, principals would do it more often. Instead, they avoid the conflict of negative evaluations by passing teachers around to other schools (Bridges, 1986) . CTs, however, recommended nonrenewal of PTs at unprecedented rates, although they were reluctant to be held singularly responsible for the decisions that they had in effect made. Hence Caroline decides to nonrenew Timothy, comments on the degree to which she felt the hearing was a "rubber stamp" situation, but reports in the same interview that the panel was ultimately responsible. This desire not to be the one blamed for a nonrenewal leads away from task division to task sharing.
District leadership
As we saw, Rosemont had a new superintendent in year one of the PAR program. After establishing positive district/union relations and signing PAR into contract with the prior superintendent, the union president now had to start fresh. The new superintendent had a firm conviction that principals needed to be instructional leaders. She accepted PAR because her predecessor had signed it into the contract, but she did so warily. The result was mixed signals about not only the details of the program but the program's prospects for continuation at all. These mixed signals went to CTs as well as principals already worried about their jobs (many of whom were dismissed later that year), and contributed heavily to a shift from task division to task sharing.
Ambiguity
As demonstrated, program ambiguity was an intentional strategy by those spearheading the PAR program in order to secure its support from potentially negative administrators. While increased program clarity and coherence would certainly have pleased many of those involved, a more coherent program might have created a dead program (Baier et al., 1988) . The lesson, while not new, is that a shift towards greater pro-gram coherence can come over time, as support is secured. As the data showed, administrators were very positive about PAR once they had been exposed to it. The dilemma is that there is no guarantee that by the time Rosemont is ready to give PAR greater coherence it will not have already become harmless, or at least more harmless than originally conceived, like so many teacher leadership policies before it. Indeed, the shift from task division to task sharing may foreshadow such a transformation. In the vacuum created by the lack of a unified definition of PAR, people regressed to that which was familiar--namely principal'involvement in or control over teacher evaluation. The task sharing model is therefore a potential confirmation of Little's (1990) finding that districts move quickly to blunt the effects of new teacher leadership policies.
The push for collaboration in Rosemont, however understandable, can be viewed in the light of the body of literature that shows little change resulting from teacher leadership policies over time. Institutional theory sheds light on this phenomenon, as "the elements of rationalized formal structure are deeply ingrained in, and reflect, widespread understandings of social reality" (Meyer and Rowan, 1977, p. 533). As this article has emphasized, education's social reality has not previously included space for teachers in the leadership role they assumed in PAR, and the deeply ingrained notions of appropriate roles for teachers was challenged by the policy. Yet PAR's ambiguity made it a weak challenge. The undefined responsibility for teacher evaluation gave power to the attractive idea of sharing responsibility. While collaboration is a legitimate approach to leadership, the term itself is pregnant with ambiguity, and allowed for a drift away from teacher jurisdiction for teacher evaluation. However attractive the shared or collective model may be, institutional theory and prior research on teacher leadership policies suggest that the shared model may be just a stop on the way back to principal jurisdiction for teacher evaluation in Rosemont. This possibility highlights the ongoing challenge to distributing leadership in public education.
Study Limitations and Areas for Future Research
Cognitive shifts such as those required by PAR happen slowly. The study was intentionally designed during the first year of PAR implementation in order to witness the interruption to institutionalized ways of conducting teacher evaluations, and the cognitive dissonance that would accompany that interruption. The study duration of a year and a half-even the two and a half year duration with the follow-up data--does not allow for the longitudinal view that might see more change in the way things are done over time. Specifically, a longer period of data collection might yield more information about the development of new cognitive frames for teachers evaluating teachers. Given the unanswered questions about the shift from task division to task sharing and what the latter model might look like, longitudinal data would certainly add to knowledge about PAR and processes of distributing leadership.
This study intentionally focused on beginning teachers in PAR rather than veterans, not only because beginning teachers made up the lion's share of participating teachers in Rosemont, but for pragmatic reasons. In year one of the program, as CTs were nervous about their new jobs and intervention cases were facing new accountability measures, I made the choice that interviewing and/or observing intervention teachers, had they even agreed to it, was too risky. I relied instead on secondary data sources for information about intervention cases, namely CTs' interview descriptions of their work with veterans, and descriptions of veterans' cases in CT meetings and panel hearings. Future research should certainly attempt to gather data from intervention cases who have important stories to tell.
At the outset of this study, the Rosemont PAR panel requested that the identity of the district remain confidential. I granted this freely, trusting it would make those involved more comfortable with my presence and able to speak more openly in interviews. In many ways, however, there is a loss of contextual information that would make this work more meaningful as a policy study. Many details have been omitted or changed in order to make the setting more generic.
Given Rosemont's approach of placing PAR in schools where the principal signed up for it, and the reality of voluntary participation in research, there was clearly a selection bias from the whole universe of principals in the case district to those who were included in the study. Principal enthusiasm for the program must be viewed 
